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REMARKS 

Upon entry of this Response, claims 1-8, 10-20, 22-31, and 33-44 remain 
pejidini | in the present patent application. Claims 1-3, 7-8, 10, 12, 15-16, 22, 23, 25-26, 
35, 40, and 43 have been amended, and claims 9, 21, and 32 have been 
d herein. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the pending claims 

the following remarks. 
1 1 item 1 of the Office Action, it is alleged that the title of the invention is not 
cripi ive and a requirement for a new title is set forth. In this respect, the Office 
on suggests the title "Evaluation of Resource Requirements for Image Processing 
rations in an Image Scanner." Applicants respectfully disagree. In this respect, 
•m fee p recessing operations are evaluated so that information may be presented to a 
us< r tha t allows a user to decide whether they wish to move forward with a damage 



pro 



Ap| Hear 
acc jrate 



to a 
the 



:ess 



ng operation itself. The specification specifically delineates that the image 
projess ng operations themselves may involve scanning, copying, or printing. Thus, 
ts assert that the title "Evaluation of Image Processing Operations" is quite 
. In addition, the suggested title that restricts the operation of the invention to 
an Jnag, i scanner would present a title that is much narrower than the scope of the 
n addition, resource requirements for image processing operations are not 
eva|jate i as much as the ultimate characteristics as indicated by specific parameters of 
the >end ng image processing operation itself are evaluated. Therefore, Applicants 
resijectfi lly request that the requirement that the title be amended be withdrawn. 

Ni ixt, in item 2 of the Office Action, the specification of the disclosures objected 
it is alleged that there is a confusing use of the term "parameters." In this respect, 
i )ffic(! Action states as follows: 

"T le specification of the disclosure is objected to because of the 
so newhat confusing use of the term "parameters." Parameters are 
ge lerally defined as input values used by a mathematical a set of rules or 
foi ir)ulas to calculate output values. The invention, as the examiner 
un ferstands. utilizes the settings as input values to calculate performance 
e \ aluations as output values. Thus, the settings are the parameters of 
tne function The application, however, confusingly Includes both settings 
an i parameters, wherein the parameters are the output values calculated 
tx iminer respectfully suggests changing the term "parameters" to "output 
vai jes and changing the user settable values of the output values (i e 
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naximum estimated scan time, maximum RAM usage, and maximum 
■IDD usage) as "constraints" for the sake of clarity. Another possible 
' WQQestion is to label the "settings" as parameters while specifying input or 
output (monitor) parameters, as shown in the Wu reference." (Office 
> action, page 2.) v 



vhat 



TIS. 

ing 



par ime|ers : 
exr bit 
request 
Ir 



alle jed 



t applicants respectfully assert that the specification is quite clear on the point as 
are "parameters" and what are "settings.'* Indeed, the specification goes so far 
to pr >vide specific examples of settings and specific examples of image processing 
pajlamejers. In this respect, the image processing parameters comprise variables that 
characteristics of an image processing operation as set forth in the 

In addition, the specification takes great care to separate the concept of 
sa iingi" from "parameters" and is consistent throughout both the specification and the 
Applicants respectfully assert that one skilled in the art will appreciate upon 
he specification, the difference between the "settings" and "image processing 
i" of the present application. In fact, rt appears that the prior art references 
'it s|jch confusion— not the present application. Therefore, Applicants respectfully 
:hat the objection to the specification in this respect be withdrawn, 
addition, claims 1,12, 23, 34, 36, 40, and 43 have been objected to as it is 



fiat: 

'ell th< 



I the claims recite the limitation "a number of image processing 
p; irameters" or a "number of image processing settings." The examiner 
fe 3ls that this language, particularly as used in claims 1 , 40, and 43, could 
p( »ssibly be misconstrued by a reader to mean that the method predicts 
th 3 number of output parameters associated with a given task, i.e., 
dt pending on the settings, the number of output variables changes. 
At »propriate correction is required." (Office Action pages 2-3.) 

A| plicants note that the "number or language in all of the claims with respect to 
nag i processing parameters have been changed to reflect "at least one image 
:sir g parameter." Applicants assert that this addresses the informality noted 
. ccordingly, Applicants request that the objection to the respective claims be 



with* raw j 



I S 



tern 5 of the Office Action, claims 14 and 27 have been rejected under 
§1 12 as it is alleged in claims 14 and 27 with the limitation "computer system" 
basis. Claim 14 depends from claim 12, and claim 27 depends from 
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im 2 3. Both claims 12 and 23 introduce "a computer system", thereby providing 
arj ece tent basis for the use of the terms "computer system" in dependent claims 14 
ar i 27 Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of claims 14 and 27 
in Jhis r =gard be withdrawn. 

Jext, in item 7 of the Office Action, claims 1-19, 21-30, and 32-34 have been 
under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 6,687,527 issued 
Vu (Jiereafter "Wu"). Anticipation under §102 "requires the disclosure in a single 
reference of each element of the claim under construction. W.L Gore & 



rej 
to 



priflfr art 
As 



ter, 



Vpplicants note that claims 9, 21, and 32 have been canceled herein, thereby 
g this rejection moot with respect to such claims. In view of the amendments 
off|red lerein, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of claims 1-8, 10-19, 



rer ierir 



22 



:ctec 



ocif tes, Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., 220 U.S.P.Q. 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983). As an initial 



di 



re 



As 



or a 
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by H u sir 



copy 



JO, z id 33-34 be withdrawn. 

:> begin, claim 1 has been amended to recite as follows: 

An image processing evaluation method, comprising: 
forecasting at least one image processing parameter of an 
rn lage processing operation based upon at least one image processing 
s< fling, the image processing operation comprising one of an optical 
s< anning of an image from a print medium, a copying of the image 
di sposed on the print medium, or a printing of the image on the print 
medium; K 

displaying the at least one image processing parameter on a 
jplay device; 

altering the at least one image processing setting based 
uf on a user setting input; 

re-forecasting the at least one image processing parameter 
* ed u P° n the at 'east one image processing setting altered by the user 
seftmg input; and 

performing a preoperative task based upon a user input in 
ponse to the display of the at least one image processing parameter. 



set forth above, the image processing operation is one of an optical scanning 
of aiiimahe from a print medium, a copying of the image disposed on the print medium, 
>rinti ig of the image on the print medium. Wu describes the operation of a 
resonance imaging system. As such, there is no optical scanning described 
ce Wu employs magnetic resonance imaging. Also, Wu does not describe 
■) image disposed on a print medium or printing an image on a print medium. 
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\ccordingly, Applicants request that the rejection of claim 1 be withdrawn. In 
ac ffio ), Applicants request that the rejection of claims 2-8 and 1 0-1 1 be withdrawn as 
dd *n< ing from claim 1. , n addition, claims 12, 23, and 34 have been amended to 
Inj orpc rate subject matter similar in scope with that of claim 1 above. Accordingly 
A F o\\ CS nts respectfully request that the rejection of claims 12, 23, and 34 be withdrawn 
fa the ;ame reasons described above with respect to claim 1. In addition, Applicants 
re* pect ijlly request that the rejection of claims 13-19, 22, 24-30, and 33 be withdrawn 
tepe nding from claims 12 or 23. 

r lext, In item 10 of the Office Action, claims 20, 31, and 35-44 have been rejected 
unjer 3 5 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Wu in view of U.S. Patent 
6,€ 50,6 53 issued to Abe (hereafter "Abe"). A prima facie case of obviousness is 
est »blis led only when the prior art teaches or suggests all of the elements of the 
clajns. MPEP §2143.03. In re Riickaerr 9 F.3d 1531, 28 U.S.P.Q.2d 1955, 1956 (Fed. 

199 i). For the reasons that follow Applicants respectfully request that the rejection 
of (Jaim: ; 20, 31 , and 35-44 be withdrawn. 
T j begin, claim 20 recites as follows: 

?°' Pi? image P roees sing evaluation program embodied In the 
o .mputer readable medium of claim 1 2, wherein the code that evaluates 
th e effectiveness of the anticipated execution of the image processing 
0| .eration in the computer system further comprises code that estimates a 
m nimum amount of at least one type of memory that is necessary to 
p< rform the image processing operation. 



exe 



estii late 



CI aim 20 recites code that evaluates the effectiveness of the anticipated 
utioi . of the image processing operation in the computer system by using code that 
a minimum amount of one type of memory that is necessary to perform the 



stati s as 



ima. e pr >cessing operation. With respect to the above elements, the Office Action 



follows 



Ws invention meets the requirements of claims 12 and 23 uoon 
when claims 20 and 31 respectively depend. Wu does not expressly 
dis close estimatepng] a minimum amount of at least one type of memory 

liru d ,l?u te5 ® S ,? I™* hod of Scannin 9 an image in column 7, 

bu ton 29 stPn^On^ ° SC *"T 9 * St9rted by C,ick, ' n 9 tne °P erat ™ 
ou|on 29 (step S1201), an emorflag and warning flag are cleared (step 
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nrthlr h! 2? f a l a,,ab,e memor V area check is made (step $1202) " Abe 
RG ?!f* n fl beS th ' S r. m0ry Ch6Ck in colu ™ 8 ' »nes 15-25 sfattng 

■rea checker, ^5^?^"?.*?? prOCessin 9 in the availa bie memory 
, rea check in step S1202 in FIG 12... When the operation 29 is dieted 

! ™Zt & Stand by StatS ° f the scanner 5 to 5tart s^nn?ng and an 
( ^2^T?^ ea Ch6 f iS / tarted (5tep S1301 >' a is made 

HmS ?£. / b ' e ^ of data storaae are of memory 
( v\M) 1 1 )>(necessary memory capacity+1 )[MBJ." Additionally Abe's 

iventjon mod fies scan settings to lower resolution, size, or color depth 

/ Son ! p e age S lT) S * m6m0ry t0 St ° re the Sca ™ ed *n^<™» 



"ay lilab 



ma> 



pplicants respectfully disagree. Specifically, Abe discusses performing of an 
e memory area check* in order to determine an available amount of memory 
be employed for a given operation. Specifically, in column 7, lines 34-48, Abe 
stafes ah follows: 

2 IGS * 2 2 J? nd 13 are flow charts showing the operation (processinq) of 
tt is embodiment. The operation will be described with reference to FIGS 

. and 13. FIG. 12 is a flow chart showing processing after readinq 
2 » e r a * ,0 K n 's started by c(icking the operation button 29. When scanning is 
si arted by clicking the operation button 29 (step S1201 ). an error flag and 
w vning flag are cleared (step S1216), and an available memory area 
ct eck is made (step S1 202). If an error is detected by the available 
i smory area check (an error flag is set) (step S1203), the readinq 
processing is stopped, and an error return is executed (step S1211) As 
d< scribed above, if an error is detected by an available memory area 

Sfnn J'^ scann ' n 9 ^J" 0t be Performed, reading operation is forcibly 
st« ipped to prevent the OS from malfunctioning." 

In addition, at column 8, lines 15-33, Abe states: 



"F G. 
arna 



Jhtll? fl T C S™i? owing the P roc essing in the available memory 
check in step S1202 in FIG. 12. In the following description 

JS 1 ? 6 ,f ressed wi ' h ihe wor °" "virtually" is processing that'is not 

b! ton n £ h6 ^'!! W ' nd0W 24 at that Point of tlma. When the operation 

sc nninn Lltfn* "TO * tandby $tate ° f the scanner 5 to start 
rh! IS " 9 ' ? f i available memory area check is started (step S1301) a 

( P S13 ° 2) ° n aVaNab,e of data storage area of 



If a 
the 
(ne 



(RAM 1 1)>(necessary memory capacity+1 ) [MB} 



i available memory area (RAM 11) is ensured, the flow advances to 
next step (step S1318). In the righihand side of inequa% m 
pessary memory capacity+1) is set. This value "1" is a margin, which is 
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lot used in general. If it is determined in step S1302 that the available 
nemory area (RAM 11) is insufficient, the original ^^eTs v^ua^ educed 
h one step (in order of A4->A5->A6) in internal processinTSp 8?£%T 



hus, Abe describes determining an available memory area, and not estimating 
an a mc M of memory that it would take to perform the imaging processing operation 
In his r aspect, the amount of memory necessary to perform the image processing 
op ratic n might well be greater than the amount of available memory area. The 
ca :ulat on to determine the amount of memory necessary to perform the operation is 
en rely different from the operation necessary to determine the available memory. It 
als alk ws a user to see what the image processing operation will demand in terms of 
me Dory that they can mentally compare with known memory capacity of a device that is 
to f srfoim the image processing operation. 

A ;cordingly, Applicants respectfully assert that the cited references fail to show 
or 4 igge st each element of claim 20 as set forth above. In addition, Applicants note 
thaj clair is 31, 35, and 40 each include elements similar in scope with those of claim 20 
abd re. / accordingly. Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of these claims be 
with Iraw n for the same reasons described above with respect to claim 20. In addition 
Apd can s note that claims 36-39, and 41 -44 depend from claims 35 and 40, 
rasp jctiv 3 ly. Applicants request that the rejection of claims 36-39, and 41-44 be 
with Iraw i as depending from claims 35 and 40, respectively. 
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CONCLUSION 

is requested that all outstanding objections and rejections be withdrawn and 
application and all presently pending claims be allowed to issue. If the 
3 r has any questions or comments regarding this Response, the Examiner is 
ged to telephone the undersigned counsel of Applicants. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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